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REQUIREMENT 


Sir: 

In response to the restriction requirement set forth in the Office Action mailed 
November 2, 2006, Applicants respectfully request entry of the following remarks. Enclosed 
herewith is a petition with a fee authorization for a one-month extension of time. 

In response to the restriction requirement, Applicants elect Group I, claims 10-19, 
drawn to an antibody to a polypeptide of SEQ ID NO:8. 

In response to the requirement to elect a species that is a fragment comprised by a 
polypeptide of SEQ ID NO:8 or SEQ ED NO: 10, Applicants elect a first immunoglobulin 
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domain, e.g., residues 68-167 of SEQ ID NO:8. The claims of the elected group that read on the 
elected species are claims 10-19. 

The foregoing election is made with traverse, in part. According to the MPEP, 
where claims can be examined together without undue burden, the Examiner must examine the 
claims on the merits even though they are directed to independent and distinct inventions. (See, 
the MPEP at 803.01.) In establishing that an "undue burden" would exist for co-examination of 
claims, the Examiner must show that examination of the claims would involve substantially 
different prior art searches, making the co-examination burdensome. Here, a search of the 
subject matter of elected Group I would likely encompass the subject matter of Groups VII, IX, 
and XL Accordingly, these groups could be searched together without undue burden. 
Applicants therefore respectfully request reconsideration of the restriction requirement. 

With regard to the species election requirement, as the Examiner noted, claim 10 
is generic to the species set forth by the Examiner. Applicants are entitled to consideration of 
additional species upon allowance of a generic claim. 

If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 
this application, please telephone the undersigned at 415-576-0200. 



TOWNSEND and TOWNS END and CREW LLP 

Two Embarcadero Center, Eighth Floor 

San Francisco, California 941 1 1-3834 

Tel: 415-576-0200 

Fax:415-576-0300 
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